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In the Office Action, the Examiner reopened 
Appeal Brief filed on April 25, 2005 and introduced 
claims. Specifically, the Examiner rejected: (l).claiib5 
under 35 U.S.C. §103(a) as being obvious ove?U,S 
(hereinafter "Cheng") in view of U.S. Patent No. 5,499, 
"Henninger"); and (2) claims 1 1, 18^29, and 48-60 u^dei 
over Cheng in view of Henninger an<i iurtheriji vievir 

(hereinafter "Satkar**). 

In this Amendment, independent claims 1 an^d: 
patentable aspects. Claim 67 remairis unamehded. Thu! 
claim submitted upon appeal. Claims i, 5^ 8^ 38, 41:, an< 
respective dependencies of claims 3^ 6- 9, 12, 13, 39, 42 
coincide with the amendments to claiims 1 and 37 and 
41, and 43. New claims 75-77 have jb0eri added, Np 
Accordingly, claims 1, 3, 4, 6, 7, 9-^7 j 39, 40,: 42, 44-69 
application. Claims 1, 37, and 67 are in indej^dent 
reconsideration of the presently pending clamis bas^d 
for the reasons provided below. 



prosecution 



on 



Tndependent Clatms 1. 37. and 6?; 

On page 3 of the Office Ac^oij, the EjUmin^r re iected independent claims 1, 37, and 
67 under 35 U.S.C. §103(a) as being cibyiou^ Over Cher g in view of Henninger. 'To 
establish prima facie obviousness of a;claimea;inventio \ aU the claim limitations must be 
taught or suggested by the prior art.i 4^ reRi>yki, 4^0 F 2d 981, 180 USPQ 580 (CCPA 
1974)." M.P.E.P. § 2143.03. In.thiJs Amendmbnt, App fcants have amended independent 
claims 1 and 37 to include patentable subject matter air !ady recited in mdependent claim 67 
and in now^ancelled dependent;cyims 2, 5j k, 38, :41 , md 43. No amendment has been 
made to independent claim 67. Cheng and Hbnnin^er, aken alone or m combination, do not 
teach or suggest all claim limitatioris kcited m independent claims 1 . 37, as amended, and 67, 

as unamended. : i : i : 

For example, independent (^kim 37,:^ ;amehde< i \ 
unamended recite the claim limitation of: j; | ; 

J • . \ ■ ' :; 

: : I ' i ! I . ■ 
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in view of Applicants' 
to reject the presently pending 
10, 12-17, 30^7, 61-69, and 71-74 
No. 6,519,597 to Cheng et al. 
to Henninger et al. (hereinafter 
35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being obvious 
S. Patent No. 6,41 8,448 to Sarkar 



ofU 



3'>^have been amended to further define 
^ it remains unchanged from the 
43 have been cancelled. The 
and 44 have been amended to 
cancellation of claims 2, 5, 8, 38, 
matter has been introduced. 
, and 71-77 are pending in this 

Applicants respectfully request 
th6 amendments to the claims and 



th5 



ne V 



fom\ 



and independent claim 67, as 



o 
o 



BEST AVAILABLE COPY 
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... an extractor adapted reid 
definition and to extract {or "th|at extracts" 
metadata representative of the djacuin^nti-typc 
type definition, wherein the exti^ctcir sMes 



automalticajiy a document-type 

thelilanguage of claim 67} 
definition from the document- 
n^jstadata in a t least three 



tiei 



tobies compr isin g a metad ata itdmitabte :^ont|inin^ 
element types in the docui^ent-^ypeidefinitioii 
containing metadata representative of a*^*"— " 
definition, and a metadata i iesti^^ tabte 
nesting relationships between particles iji thq 
(Emphasis added.) 



metadata representative of 
. a ^etadatfl attribute table 
of attribufes ii^ the document type 

<|;ontfi inini metadata representative of 
dociiiment type definition. . 



Independent claim 1 as amended jecite^ a i]iAi]kr 
extracted from a document-type definitidn (PTD) 



clfi im limitation. By storing metadata 



item table, a metadata attribute table, ah4 a nietiidati 



in a way that allows the metadata :to be 
another relational database language. Thia featiire 
manipulating the metadata using query! Unjgujages 
databases. The metadata stored in multiply tables 
queried to perform optimizing or Testnicturing 6n 
0073 of Applicants' specification). I : : i- ! 

Cheng and Henninger, taken fipi^i alone or 
the claim limitation of storing ex ft^cted Thetqdf ja 



multiple tables including a metadata 
nesting table, the metadata is organized 
aa^sked usi^g sj^L queries, or using queries in 
ies flexibility for accessing and 
aijj compatible with relational 
directly mapped, or it can be 



provi^i 
th=it 



metadata item table, a metadata attribute itab^e, and 
independent claims 1, 37, and 67> On|p^ 12 of thb 
Cheng to reject this claim limitation. However, Chorig 
comprising a metadata item table, met^dkta ^ttribut5 
direct contrast, Cheng teaches a sinddDTDiT^fe 
all of the information about the DTDsitliat.c^^a 



xerce 



beu»ed 



57-60 of Cheng, emphasis added). Cheng ifuhliierteach^ 
"no duplication information needs to lDe:^i[6red|in 
lines 65-67 of Cheng). Accordingly, th!Bhg^(^s nt>t 
in three distinct tables. 

Because claim limitations related to 
different tables were previously recite|d :iii| no^^ 
discussion of the rejections of those p^eyipusiy peridin^ 
metadata item table recited in claim 2!, th^ Exaihiniir 
taught in Cheng (page 5 of the Office Action, 



storing jex 



J3 



(§1015 
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cifnb^ 

the m^ftadata tables (paragraphs 0072 and 



in cdimbination, do not teach or suggest 



ast three tables comprising a 



m^adata nesting table as recited in 

* -i 

Office Action, the Examiner relies upon 

• (\ 

aoes not teach three distinct tables 
taqie, and a metadata nesting table. In 
t^ble (XML_DTD_REF) that ^'stores 
iy XML documents" (col, 11, lines 
\ 5 that with the DTD reference table, 
inn|l tables with XML columns" (col. 1 1, 
teiich or suggest storing DTD metadata 



tjicted types of metadata in multiple 
ctotelleja dependent claims 2, 5, and 8, a 

claims is relevant. In rejecting the 
relied upon the DTD reference table 
titirik colL 1 1, lines 60-65 of Cheng). In 
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ard 5, 



upon 



rejecting the metadata attribute table retited ifi clam 
DTD reference table taught in Cheng (^ages 5 and 6 
57-67 of Cheng). From the rejections ^f ;claims 2 
upon a single table taught in Cheng tp iej^ct both th<; 
attribute table, which are two of the at je^ tljree 
and 67. A single table cannot reasonatfiyibe relied 
tables recited in the independent claimi. i; 

Moreover, the rejection of the- metadata riest^g 
claim 8 does not even mention a table. I Tp reject 
query statements defining containmeht| reilati^nshipa 

14, lines 36-42 of Cheng.). SQL queiry s jaterjieiits 

• ! i ■ ; ■ ■ 

table. 
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5, the Examiner again relies upon the 
of t|ie Office Action, citing col. 8, lines 

it is clear that the Examiner relies 
metadata item table and the metadata 
tallies 1 ecited in independent claims 1, 37, 
to reject two of the three distinct 



claim 



CO 



Moreover, none of the tables (e.gl, th6 DTD 
or XML column tables) disclosedi in p)iepg i$;specifical 
metadata attributes, or metadata nestin|g '^eladdnghips 
document or DTD into a table (e.g., ths DtEj refer^ice 
Cheng) fails to store different types 6ffniietadata:int<> sej 



^ 1 



Storing the 



teach or suggest the claim limitation b 
comprising a metadata item table; a ^ steidatd iattribilte 
required by independent claims 1, 37, aiijd 6X 

Heiminger was cited to disclose autotiiatica[]|y ] 
relational database schema and transftitt^i (p4g^s 5 
does nothing to cure the deficienciea' cjf jtbhei^g -witb 
metadata in at least three tables comj|>ris5^ng i 
and a metadata nesting table. Sarkaf was citibd to 
relating to XML/RDF and, as sueh^ ^deS* notiiing to 
Henninger with respect to independent i^}ahn$ 1 , 3^ 

Based on the foregoing reasdi^jjjthe t^ffice 



and 



metac ata 



case of obviousness against independ<;nitl cla 



lyireqliestthat th? 



unamended, and Applicants respectfu 
these claims, which are in conditionlfir allowance, 
68, 69, and 71-74 are also in conditibp for a 
from independent claim 1, 37, or 67; 



l;owarii:e 



14 
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(pa. 
nc 



t ible recited in previously pending 
J ;; the Examiner relies upon SQL 

7 of the Office Action, citing col. 
i teach or suggest a metadata nesting 



cur j 
,an| 



@016 



refe|snce table, internal registration table, 
y purposed for metadata items. 
Any storage of an entire XML 
kble or internal registration table of 
krate tables. Thus, Cheng does not 
iiietaBata in at least three tables 

tftjle, and a metadata nesting table, as 



gilnerating source code for constructing 
2 of the Office Action) and, as such, 
respect to the claim limitation of storing 
tem table, a metadata attribute table, 
d^sclc ise an entity relationship diagram 
the deficiencies of Cheng and 
67. 

\cti6n does not establish a/7r/mayac/e 
tns 1 md iy> as amended and claim 67, as 

j Examiner withdraw the rejections of 
ClJims 3, 4. 6, 7, 9-36, 39, 40, 42, 44-66, 
by way of their respective dependencies 
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The Dependent Claims Recite Pa teb^ble 



isliblect 



As mentioned above, the depenk^ht c^laixtis a re iW condition for allowance because of 



their respective dependencies from ind^jp^nd^nt claih 1, 



1017 
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Matter 



jy, or 67. The dependent claims 



also recite independently patentable stibj^ct ;4atfer. ■ Meilely by way of example, claims 3,23, 
24» 33, 39, 42, 53, and 54 recite patefiit4bfe Idiitject ntatter^ as discussed below. 
A. Claim 33 Ml ^ 

Claim 33 recites the claim lurti^tioh Of -Vhijireirj the optimizing step further 
comprises the step of inlining paiticula^ ^ttriljutes du 

paragraphs 00171 through 00179 of A^piic^ts' specifid^^^^ an example of inlining 
particular attributes of metadata ihcludNia Process of idjiitifying two items (e.g.. item A and 
item B) in the metadata tables that hav^ il ohc-to-oriij rel itionship, where the child item (item 
B) has no child of its own, and conv^tl^ thts attribites (e.g:, attribute X) of the child item 
(item B) into attributes (e.g., attribute t^X); < f fee paient;item (item A). After inlining the 
particular attributes of the metadata, :tKe ^uiiaer; of nesting relationships in the metadata is 
generally reduced, thereby optimizing ^h^ rn< tadata. ; 

The cited prior art does not t^a^li [or ; slxgniest any feature related to the claim limitation 
ofoptimizing metadata by inlining parjicjulaiiattrib On page 8 of the 

Office Action, the Examiner relies i^)(Jni|Che^g to riijecl claim 33, However, the sections of 
Cheng relied upon by the Examiner i[ii|c6l 2, line is 60-64 and col. 3, lines 12-18 and lines 
45-50) have nothing to do with inliniir^ jattrittutes a: metadata as recited in claim 33. Rather, 
these sections of Cheng merely disc|o$eikcrlng attributes m a column of a relational database 
table, searching attribute values, Mi^ttieving XML dc curaents. These teachings of Cheng 
do not in any way amount to a disclqsiu^ of ^he cla3m limitation of optimizing metadata by 
inlining particular attributes of the r^ielaiiata. Hem ingt r was cited to disclose automatically 
generating source code for constructiifej^elatiorml database schema and transform and, as 
such, does nothing to cure the deficiencies ;o: Chert j wi 1) respect to the claim limitation of 
optimizing metadata by inlining particlujw attribute ; Of :l|ie metadata. Sarkar was cited to 
disclose an entity relationship diagr^n^ tilatipg to >iML^F and, as such, does nothing to 
cure the deficiencies of Cheng and ^I^n|ting^r with resneict to claim 33. Therefore, the cited 
prior art fails to teach or suggest thefjcjajlp jitnitations rceited in claim 33, and Applicants 
respectfully request that the ExamiriM ^jjifliciraw tho rej ^btion of this claim, which is in 
condition for allowance. ; |; 1 ' 

B. Claims 23, 24, 53, ajb^ ^ \ 

\xom iddep^hdent claim 1, recites the claim 



Claim 23, which depends inliifeiitly 



15 
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cliilto 



example, col. 7, lines 17-22 of Cljeng pimply 



ally 



trajdsfQfni 



for 



d stiiicti liable, 



allows a user to define data typesTor ajdatab; sd 
disclose an XML column mapped to|a|EiTD in the 
36-42 simply disclose a query that is td $e ditectedjo ccntent 
none of these teachings is relatedito tn^ppmg Imks j ov gjroup- 
mapping links for non-group-typ^ it#ms:to a secon<3 
group type or non-group type. Appljtc^rits cani^t 
Cheng. Henninger was cited to disclok autc mflitic 
constructing relational database schenia and 
deficiencies of Cheng with respect tjj m^ppuSig linkjij 
links for non-group-type items td a ^|ond 
entity relationship diagram relating to[XMUElDF 
deficiencies of Cheng and Hennijig^i; Mth n sp6ct 
the cited prior art fails to teach or sug|dst th ? daim. 
and 54, and Applicants respectfiijlly *r^qiiest hat 
claims, which are in condition fcrr allowance . 
for allowance as dependents of ckitna 24 and 54, 
C. Dependent Claims ^ arid 39 
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litjktal>le 



limitation of "directly mapping a linkiifto the 
table that does not contain a group;type^'^ Cla m 24 
claim limitation of "creating an additional linl: table 
for each group type identified in the nleitadata item 
indirectly from independent claim!37;.Tfecite s milar 
claims, when considered in the eniire:c6ntext of the 
intervening claims, relate to a feature; tljat ma] )S linkj- 
Hnk table and links for group-type item^ into i second 
items to a distinct table, complex mahy|-to-many 
captured by joins on particular types 6:^attribut^. 
constraints in the distinct table (para^aphs 0(154 
specification). 1 ( 

On pages 15 and 17 of the! 0#4e; Action, 
col. 13, lines 46-50, and col, 14, line^ J6-42 df Cheife 

■ i . 

; 5 : 

However, these sections of Cheng dp; rpt have 
type items to a first table and links for ^on-gtoup-t>r 



fbr each item in the metadata nestmg 
fevhich depends firom claim 23, recites the 
iont^ining a mapping of a link pattern 
Claims 53 and 54, which depend 
itlainli limitations. The elements of these 
\ ilain is, their base claims, and any 
for non-group-type items into a first 
lii|k table. By mapping group-type 

hips between different elements are 
jiins are represented by join 
dijrouEh 00165 of Applicants' 



rcU tibn 



Thej 



ahyti[ang 
ty>eit 



disclose ar 



engine, 



@018 
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[to 



th€-Ex£ miner 



Claiihs 



i?5spe 



thc[ Examiner rehes upon col. 7, lines 17-22, 
reject claims 23, 24, 53, and 54. 
to do with mapping links for group- 
ms to a second distinct table. For 
abstract data type (ADT) 142 that 
zol 13, lines 46-50 of Cheng simply 
pTD_REF table, and col. 14, lines 
using a specific path.. Clearly, 
type items to a first table and 
disllinct table, based on whether items are 
^d a ly such teaching or suggestion in 
generating source code foT 
sndj as such, does nothing to cure the 
group-type items to a first table and 
Sarkar was cited to disclose an 
alhd, ds such, does nothing to cure the 
cU.ims 23. 24, 53, and 54. Therefore, 
limitations recited in claims 23, 24, 53, 
withdraw the rejection of these 
2i5-29 and 55-60 are also in condition 
tively. 
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In Applicants* response fil^d D^^mbe^ 21, ?004 
brief filed April 25, 2005, Applicants preSente4 argi^en s 
claims 3 and 39. Unfortunately, tHe in^t O^itt Xctioiji 
rejecting these claims and fails to $ddres^ Appljipant^' 
repeat those arguments herein andire^ec^fully Irbqu^st 
arguments in the next office actioA if the Examitier 

i • ■ j ' Ij: i 

claims 3 and 39. j [ \\- \ 

\ . i : : i. V 
Claims 3 and 39 are in coiidition for allojwaitce 

independent claims 1 and 37, resp|ectiv^ly. Cl^ins ^ 

patentable over the prior art of redord. jClaim ^ recijes 

least one default item in the item metadata tabjej:" $inii 

limitation of an extractor that creaites at Ipast default 

Examiner continues to rely on column ^1 2, lines 135-38 

of creating at least one default iteijn in iteni) ^et^data 

Action). However, this section of Ctiehg does, liot 4ven 

the only mention of the word "defaulf* in Chehg is Ji 
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and again in Applicants' appeal 
for the patentability of dependent 
simply repeats the reasons for 
Therefore, Applicants 
the Examiner address the 
to rely upon Cheng to reject 



aq^uments. 



that 



\ anc 



tliei 



llimitedito 



XML 
The 



taugbti 



function for use in retrieving an XML [i6cume4 (c^l- 2i\ 

default function is different from 'and in tig waiy. teabhes 

' - : t ? . .11:: ^ 
because using a default function yhehj i^trievijnj g m 

to creating a defauh item in the itjsm trietadat^ ^lej 

claim 3 is entirely distinct from aidefaiiU funcjtibn £[s 

Henninger and Sarkar als^ failitd discllo^e t^e 
default item in the item metadataitabjef. iNeithjej: 
the word "default." Because the prior art of r^M|ails 
limitation of creating a default it^m in[t&e itextiltneijadat^ 
request that the Examiner withdraw thp ieject|4tis <5 
for allowance. Claims 4, 6, 7, 9-29, ^j),!42, a^ 44|49 
because of their respective deperi^iencle^ froni claim 3 

D. Dependent Clainji 42 [ ; | ; 

In Applicants' response filed Ipdcembiet 21; 
brief filed April 25, 2005, Applicants j)iesentJ<lar| 
claim 42. Unfortunately, the O^ce Action sirtply 
and fails to address Applicants' Argiroqnts. niereifore, 
herein and respectfully request t^iat tl<e fexamS^er addre|ss 



Henninger 



of claims 



ar^ J 
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2004 



guments 
repeats 



@|019 



they depend from 
39 axe also independently 
claim limitation of "creating at 
l^rlyi claim 39 recites the claim 

item in the item metadata table. The 
o^ Cheng to reject the claim limitation 
table (pages 5 and 9 of the Office 
nention the word "default." In fact, 

a default transformation 
, lines 7- 1 5 of Cheng). Cheng's 
or suggests the claimed default item 
document is completely unrelated 
default item taken in the context of 
in Cheng. 

cUini limitation of creating at least one 
r nor Sarkar contains any mention 
to teach or suggest the claim 
table, Applicants respectfully 
3 and 39, which axe in condition 
also in condition for allowance 
39. 



cr; 



aiid again in Applicants' appeal 
for the patentability of dependent 
the reasons for rejecting this claim 
Ajjplicants repeat those arguments 
the arguments in the next office 
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action if the Examiner continues to rely upon 

Claim 42 is in condition for allowance t|>c cau^ it 
(by way of claims 38-41). Claim 42 is al^p in4|er5en(leutly 
record because the Office Action fails to establis h a>ri/w 2 
the claim. On page 9 of the Office Action, theiExaniiner 
assertion that claim 42 is essentially the same clain 6 
method. Appellants respectfully disagre^ with tpie Examiner' 
essentially the same as claim 6. Claim 6 -include is the hnitation 

■ » ■ . :i ' ! 



value in the attribute metadata tabid; while claijni 42 
in the attribute metadata table corresponding t^^ 



^achof tie 



the document-type definition." Clearly, Claimij42 inbliid(ss 



for the same reason used to reject cl^im ^. Fof ixaipple 

liier 



row is not recited in claim 6. Theref6re,:the Ejt tm 
case of obviousness against claim 42 (M^f^EP ?143)i 
the Examiner withdraw the rejectioi^ of cilaim \V. I, w 
Claims 44-49 are also in condition for allowance as 



New Claims 75-77 

New claims 75-77, which dppGuh dire|t|y o| indjredtly 



recite subject matter not taught or suggested iil 



.1 



depends from claim 33, recites the dlaini 

attributes of the metadata reduces a nuniber of 

of attributes in the metadata." New claim 76 jjn 

76. The method of cliaim l, 
metadata by searching the metadata ne; 
item having a one-to-one relatio|iship| 
own child, and inlining an attribute o^ 
parent item. 



tie< 



Lttii 



New claim 77, which depends fromi claim 76; 
step further includes removing the inlinpd a 
table." Applicants cannot find any teaching 
of record. Therefore, Applicants re^speCtfuU^I 
over the prior art of record. 



8 ii ; 
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for rejecting claim 42. 
lejiends from independent claim 37 
patentable over the prior art of 
f^cie case of obviousness against 
rejjected claim 42 based on the 
Dulj directed to a system rather than a 
r's assertion that claim 42 is 

of creating a default attribute 
kn extractor that "generates a row 
|ittribute type content particles of 

*t: 

limitations that cannot be rejected 

th^! claim limitation of generating a 

j 

failed to establish a prima facie 
Aijplicants respectfully request that 
is in condition for allowance. 

• 1: 

depi indents of claim 42 . 



llrecites 



his : 



aiid 
lich 



oi 

he jjjrior 
limitiaion|pf"the 
itest|ng 
'^ite^: ■ 



aiild furthe 



ter 

aBngjitabl 
heri| the 
c|iild 



lecites th^ c 



: iute 



ofthe 



>r suggestion 
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@]020 



from independent claim 1, 
art' of record. New claim 75, which 
step of inlining the particular 
nslalionships and increases a number 



e for 
ch 
iteiti 



c on^i)rising optimizing the 
a parent item and a child 
Id item does not have its 
into OT attribute of the 



aim limitation of "the optimizmg 
(fhild item from the metadata item 
of these limitations in the prior art 
^briliit th^t Sew claims 75-77 are patentable 
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Reconsideration and allowarJO 
of the presently pending claims in ttiiH; 
allowance. Accordingly, the Examirti 
issue. It is believed that any fees asSQCi 
accompanying transmittal. Howev0i;i 
to Deposit Account 07-2347, under?^ 
authorized to draw. To the extent i|( 
§ 1 .136(a) is hereby made, the fee f^jl 
account. ii:=; 



are respectfully requbsted. In view of the above, each 
application is believed to be in condition for 
is respectfully -requelsted to pass this application to 
ciated with the filing (>f this paper are identified in an 
ly additional fees are required, they may be charged 
No. 00-8013 fronji which the undersigned is 
a petition: for ectension of time under 37 C.F.R. 
which sh6uldbe charted to the aforementioned deposit 



Cjrder 



ne< lessary i 



Dated: October 12, 2005 
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Respect^iily submitted, 



By 




Attorney 
: Reg. Ko. 
Verizohj Gorporate 
c/o Christian 
600 Hidjien 
MailcodleHQ: 
Irving, fx.75 
(972) 7li8r4800 
CUStOMEF : NO.; 32127 
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